
DECLARATION FOR THE WARM WASTE POND 
AT THE TEST REACTOR AREA 

AT THE IDAHO NATIONAL ENGINEERING LABORATORY 

DECLARATION OF THE RECORD OF DECISION 

Site Name and Location 

Warm Waste Pond sediments 
Test Reactor Area. 
Idaho National Engineering Laboratory 

Statement of Basis and Purpose 

This decision document presents the selected interim remedial action for the Warm 
Waste Pond sediments, which was chosen in accordance with the Comprehensive Environmental 
Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA) as amended by the Superfund 
Amendments and Reauthorization Act (SARA), and to the extent practicable, the National Oil 
and Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan (NCP). This decision is based on the 
administrative record for the site. 

The State of Idaho concurs with, and the Environmental Protection Agency approves, 
the selected remedy. 

Assessment of the Site 

Actual or threatened releases of hazardous substances from this site, if not addressed 
by implementing the response action selected in this Record of Decision, may present an 
imminent and substantial endangerment to public health, welfare, or the environment, due to the 
radioactively-contaminated sediments of the Warm Waste Pond. 

Description of the Selected Remedy 

This Record of Decision addresses the contamination of the sediments of the Warm 
Waste Pond at the Test Reactor Area (TRA) at the Idaho National Engineering Laboratory 
(INEL). TRA is one of ten Waste Area Groups at the INEL which are under investigation 
pursuant to the Federal Facility Agreement/Consent Order (FFAKO). The selected remedy is 
a combination of physical separation and chemical extraction to recover contaminants from the 
Warm Waste Pond sediments, followed by the backfilling of the Warm Waste Pond. The 
remedy addresses the significant potential risks associated with the site: external exposure to 
radiation, and inhalation and ingestion of contaminated sediment. 



FINAL 

The major components of the remedy are: 

. 

. 

. 

. 

. 

. 

. 

. 

. 

Treatability studies to optimize the extraction process, 
Excavation of the sediments which are contaminated above the specified --z--1- CmKma, 
Physical screening of the excavated sediment to remove the large grained-size 
particles, 
Classification to further separate the tine-grained particles, 
Chemical exiraction of cesium-XV, cobalt-&, and diiOiiiiii~3i iisiiig iul zk% 

solution, 
Recovery of the contaminants from the acidic solution using ion exchange, 
precipitation, or distillation, if the residuals cannot be processed by the Idaho 
Chemical Processing Piant, 
Treatment of the waste residuals to be returned to the Warm Waste Pond, if 
needed, to meet the specified criteria, 
Backfilling the Pond to grade and vegetation, and 
Storage until final disposal of the product residuals. 

Statutory Determination 

This interim action is protective of human health and the environment, compiies with 
Federal and State applicable or relevant and appropriate requirements for this limited-scope 
action, and is cost-effective. Although this interim action is not intended to address fully the 
statutory mandate for permanence and treatment to the maximum extent practicable, this interim 
action does utilize treatment and is thus in furtherance of that statutory mandate, by utilizing 
permanent solutions and alternative treatment technology, to the maximum extent practicable 
given the limited scope of this action. Because this action may not constitute the final remedy 
for the Warm Waste Pond, the statutory preference for remedies that employ treatment that 
reduces toxicity, mobility, or volume as the principal element, although partially addressed in 
this remedy, will be addressed at the time of the final response action. Subsequent actions may 
be necessary to address fully the principal threats posed by the site. Because this remedy will 
result in substances remaining on site, the effectiveness of the interim action as a final action 
will be evaluated in the comprehensive Waste Ares Group Remedial Investigation/Feasibility 
Study and reviewed within five years of the initiation of the remedial action. 

Thl: cnmnrehensive Remedial Investigation/ Feasibility Study for Waste Area Group 2 --... r --..-.._. _ 
will succeed this interim action, which encompasses TRA in its entirety and will evaluate 
additional actions for TRA, including the Warm Waste Pond. 
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ACRONYMS 

AEA 
ALARA 
ARARs 
CAA 
CERCLA 
COCA 
CWA 
DOE 
EPA 
FFA /PC’, *A‘.,u.. 
HWMA 
ICPP 
IDHW 
TTCIX AI.UU 
LDR 
nCi/gm 
NCP 
h%PA 
NESHAP 
NPL 
OSHA 
ou 
pCi/gm 
RCRA 
RIIFS -^- 
KUU 

SARA 
TBCs 
TCLP 
TRA 
WAG 

Atomic Energy Act 
As low as reasonably achievable 
Applicable or relevant and appropriate requirements 
Clean Air Act 
Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act 
fhnsent fhder nnrl Cnmnlianrp. Amemnent - _.._ -.._ -_-__ -.- - _... I------ --_---------- 
Clean Water Act 
Department of Energy 
Environmental ,Protection Agency 
Fd~~l Fw4itrr Aorz=c=ment/Pnnrc=nt C,rrt,=r A -_- * -” . . . . . “b....,...“..” -.,..““... .._“_ 

Hazardous Waste Management Act 
Idaho Chemical Processing Plant 
Idaho Department of Health and Welfare 
~,-hhr. hTntinnn1 E~nninnorinn T oh,wo+nnr l”cul” I.UU”I,a& Y.,p,L-“,L6 -““LYL”L, 

Land Disposal Restrictions 
nanocuries per gram 
National Contingency Plan 
‘LT-r:--^l Ee..:-^^-^..r^l lx.,:-.. A^& I*LILL”LIcu AxI”II”IIIII~,IuLI rvuL.y llL.L 
National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants 
National Priorities List 
Occupational Health and Safety Administration 
A----L- TV..:& “per”“‘” “ml 
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Resource Conservation and Recovery Act 
Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study 
Record of Decision 
Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act 
to-be-considered 
toxicity characteristic leaching procedure 
Test Reactor Area 
Waste Area Group 
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DECISION SUMMARY 

I. SITE DESCRIPTION 

The Idaho National Engineering Laboratory (INEL) is located 32 miles west of Idaho 
Falls, Idaho and occupies 890 square miles of the northeastern portion of the Eastern Snake 
River Plain. The Test Reactor Area (TRA) is located in the southwestern portion of the INEL 
I^^^ -^^ rl-:” -..-..\ m.L- ,I,-- ,I,..^.^ D^^A :” ,^^..&^A ̂^-_- :-“r -1.. %-u-l ea.-.* ^““G ,.fl.n A “̂ ,i (x47 IUqJ LlllJ yqgc‘]. 1116 ““LLI,,, ““alJuG Z”‘,” 13 IVMKZI appL”nuLuar~LJ LW lb&L M.x “I I&XL% (unu 
consists of three wastewater infiltration/evaporation cells comprising approximately 4 acres (see 
map next page). 

.-- .~..~~..A ml. 1 1. --7..l.._l.. R-r TT,^__^. 1--.. ---- c-..- * nn7 &^ 1nnr C,.^& 1°C area ar”“,,” llvi 1s rmtuw,y IML. ljlrYau”lls larl&;r; l‘“Ul W,jr”l I” -t,7fJ lccjl 
above sea level from the bottom of a pond to the top of a rubble pile. Generally, the land 
surface slopes slightly from southwest to northeast. Elevation in the Warm Waste Pond ranges 
from 4,908 to 4,913 feet. 

Current land use at the INEL is classified as industrial and mixed use by the Bureau of 
Land Management and has been designated as a National Environmental Research Park. The 
developed area within the INEL is surrounded by a 500 square mile buffer zone used for cattle 
and sheep grazing. 

Approximately 7,700 people are employed at the INEL, with approximately 580 
employed at TRA. The nearest off-site populations are in the cities of: Atomic City (13 miles 
southeast of TRA), Arco (17 miles 
west), Howe (14 miles north), 
Mud Lake (32 miles northeast), 
and Terreton (34 miles northeast). 

The INEL property is 
located on the northern edge of the 
Eastern Snake River Plain, which 
contains a substantial volume of 
silicic and basaltic volcanic rocks 
with relatively minor amounts of 
sediment. Underlving TRA are a 
series of basaltic lava flows 
interbedded with sediments. The 
basalts immediately beneath the 
site are relativelv flat and covered 
by 40 to 50 feet of alluvium. The 
Snake River Plain Aquifer 
underlies the INEL and has been * * ’ ’ ’ - 
nmnnwA IE I wb E~II~PP omtifer y'"y""".. .." . "--., ""..--- ..T..-‘-‘ .i.t-Y-L- 

pursuant to the Safe Drinking Figure 1: Test Reactor Area (TRA) at the Idaho 
Water Act. National Engineering Laboratory (INEL) 
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The INEL has semidesert characteristics with hot summers and cold winters. Normal 
annual precipitation is 9.1 inches per year, with estimated evapotranspiration of 6 to 9 inches 
per year. Twenty distinctive vegetative cover types have been identified at the INBL, with big 
sagebrush the dominant species, covering approximately 80 percent. The variety of habitats on 
the INEL supports numerous species of reptiles, birds, and mammals. 

TRA covers approximately a 1,700 by 1,900 foot area and is surrounded by a double 
security fence. Located inside of the fence are more than 73 buildings and 56 structures? such 
as tanks, cooling towers, and roads. Located outside of the fences are parking areas, a 
helicopter landing pad, a sewage treatment plant, a stack, a storage area, and four waste disposal 
ponds. Also located around TRA are unpaved roads, groundwater monitoring wells, and rubble 
piles. 

The Warm Waste Pond consists of three cells; one excavated in 1952 with bottom 
dimensions 150 by 250 feet and a depth of 15 feet, one excavated in 1957 with bottom 
dip.ensions of 125 hv 3111 feet and a denth of 15 fed and nne excavatd in 19h4 with ho&nn -, --- ---_ -.- - --r-.- ----7 --- ---- _..__.__ -- -.. -- - 
dimensions of 250 by 400 feet and a depth of 6 feet. 

TRA is located in the southwestern portion of the INBL north of the Big Lost River 
(Figure 1). The facility houses high neutron flux nuclear test reactors. The TRA Warm Waste 
IL...,4 :” ,,.,“*,A n......,.u:...r+a,., ,nn Fan+ -“., ,.F ITa A ,%..t.;,ttP &n .P,....,4;t., fnnl.n m;m.re 7, 1 “Ll” 1.3 It%4LILu qJp”nLrLrarnJ A”” I\hl MYL “l IIU1, ““LYL”” ..I” Y.-U”., 1”.LW” \’ 1bk.S” -,* In 
the past, the Warm Waste Pond has received discharges of reactor cooling water, radioactive 
wastewater, and regenerative solutions from ion exchange columns. 

Tiie ielase of ia&oac~ive 
and/or hazardous contaminants to the 
Warm Waste Pond was identified and 
evaluated during investigations 
conducted in accordance with the 
Resource Conservation and Recovery 
Act (RCRA) Corrective Action 
requirements of the July 1987 DOE- 
ID/EPA Consent Orderi Compiiance 
Agreement (COCA). 

Test Reactor 
Area Facilities 

The INEL was proposed for 
listing on the National Priorities List 
(NPL) on July 14, 1989 [54 FR ( \s. 

& 
91 

r Warm waste ponc 

I 

298201. The listing was proposed by 
the EPA under the authorities granted 50011 
EPA by the Comprehensive 
Environmental Response, Figure 2: Warm Waste Pond at Test Reactor Area 
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Compensation, and Liability Act of 1980 as amended by the Superfund Amendments and 
Reauthorization Act of 1986 (SARA). The final rule which listed the INEL on the NPL was 
published on November 21, 1989 in 54 FR 44184. 

One Of the rea5ons for the NPL listing W&S the i&XC tG gicjiindw~~i=fc=n~mix~.7ts 

from facilities at the TRA. These contaminants, mainly chromium and radionuclides, were 
released to the environment at the Warm Waste Pond and other locations at TRA. Use of 
chromium as a cooling tower corrosion inhibitor was discontinued in 1972. 

Based on the characterization data available in the Administrative Record for the 
sediments of the Warm Waste Pond, a significant potential risk to human health and the 
environment has been identified. The Warm Waste Pond was proposed for an interim action /ll. I__\ under the Federal Facility AgreementKonsent Order (rrx/Lu). Tiiis R~ord of D~idon 
documents the decision to perform that interim action and the remedy selected. The Warm 
Waste Pond interim action will be evaluated for adequacy as a final remedial action in the Waste 
Area Group 2 (WAG 2) Comprehensive Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study (RI/FS) 
scheduled to begin in 1996. WAG 2 encompasses ‘TRA and the immediateiy surrounding area. 

The Warm Waste Pond sediments have been sampled several times. In 1983, one 
sample was collected for RCRA Appendix VIII analysis. In 1987, six sediment samples were 
collected for RCRA Appendix VIII analysis. In 1988, eighty eight sampies were coiiected to 
depths over 10 feet below the top of the sediments for the Preliminary Investigation conducted 
under the COCA. In 1990, twenty six samples were collected from the upper two feet of 
sediment following CERCLA protocol. Evaluation of the data from these sampling efforts and 
the preliminary risk evaluation performed based on those data served as the basis for this interim 
action. The contaminants which were mainly found in highest concentrations in the upper two 
feet of the sediments are shown in the following table. 

Contaminant Average Concentration 

Radionuclides 

Half-life 

Cesium-137 11,500 pCi/gm (11.5 nCi/gm) ’ 30.2 years ” 

Cobalt-60 4620 pCi/gm (4.62 nCi/gm) 5.3 years 

II hh~porl;~“llr*;rl,W I.“,,- \UU.“I.““II..I” 

Chromium 338 mglkg 

Zinc 143 mglkg 

Sulfide 28 mglkg 
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III. HIGHLIGHTS OF COMMUNITY PARTICIPATION 

A series of five public informational meetings were held in late June 1991 in Idaho 
Falls, Pocatello: Twin Falls, Boise, and Moscow to explain how the CERCLA process works 
and to introduce the Warm Waste Pond cleanup project to the public. These informational 
meetings were announced via the INBL Reporter newsletter distributed to 11,700 INEL 
employees as well as 2100 of the general public, newspaper and radio advertisements, and an 
TNEI. mess release. --.-- =---- -------. Personal nhone ca!i.E were made to key individuals, environmental groups; 
and organizations by the INEL field offices in Pocatello, Twin Falls, and Boise. The 
Community Relations Plan Coordinator made calls to Idaho Falls and Moscow. Each of the 
meetings were videotaped. 

The Notice of Availability for the Proposed Plan was published July 28, 1991 in the 
Post Register (Idaho Falls), Idaho State Journal (Pocatello), Times News (Twin Falls), Idaho 
Statesman (Boise), and Idahoan (Moscow). A similar newspaper advertisement appeared in the 
n-me nnxxmn-nnm tlra Fnllr\txAnn rwncxl- v--tinm the mmhlir mec&nn lw9tinnr lnrl timec W,,l” I,“vT qx&IJ”AY ,.I” ‘“““..“16 ..-a ‘wyY’UU”b L.l” y’y”“.. ..‘VVY’y, AVIUYVI.” . . ..Y . . ..I”“. I)ergp.,l 
phone calls, as noted above, were made to inform key individuals and groups about the comment 
opportunity. 

mailed to the public on July 26, 1991. The Proposed Plan was mailed to 2,100 individuals on 
the INEL mailing list with a cover letter from the Director of the Environmental Restoration 
Division of the DOE Field Office, Idaho urging citizens to comment on the Plan and to attend 
..~~L,I. ~..--I:~.-- “--1.. -r.,.- ,.I_- _-_I .I__ -_I-:-:^.-^.:_.- _^^^_ -I ^_^ ̂ ..^:,^t.,^ .^ &I-^ -..L‘:^ :.. y”“llc rueeur,gs. Loplcs “1 UK l-MIUI iuw Lilt: zl”IIIIIIISLIilLu”G IL&VI” illc: a”iuI~“Is w LUG p”“llc 1‘1 
six regional INEL information repositories: INEL Technical Library in Idaho Falls; and city 
libraries in Idaho Falls, Pocatello, Twin Falls, Boise, and Moscow. Copies of the administrative 
record file for the Warm Waste Pond Sediments Interim Action were placed in the information 
repositories sections or at the reference desk in each or me uoranes on ~uiy ~0, i99i. 

The public comment period was held from July 29, 1991 to August 28, 1991. No 
extension requests were made. Public meetings were held on August 7, 8, 13, 14, and 15, 1991 
in Idaho Falls, Pocateiio, Twin FaUS, Boise, and MOSCOW rCSpCCtivCiy. At the IWCtingS in 
Idaho Falls and Pocatello, representatives from DOE, EPA and IDHW discussed the project, 
answered questions, and received public comments. At the meetings in Twin Falls, Boise, and 
Moscow, DOE and IDHW were represented. Verbatim transcripts were prepared by a court 
reporter of each public meeting. Each was recorded on audio tape and the Twin Falls and Boise 
meetings were videotaped as well. Written comment forms were distributed at each of the 
meetings. 

A Responsiveness Summary has been prepared as part of the Record of Decision. All 
verbal comments, as given at the public meetings, and all written comments, as submitted, are 
repeated verbatim in the Administrative Record for the Record of Decision. Those comments 
are annotated to indicate which response in the Responsiveness Summary addresses each 
comment. 
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In general, there were two predominant public opinions on the preferred alternative as 
described in the Proposed Plan; the opinion that it was too expensive, or agreement that it was 
the best of the alternatives presented. Other issues raised were: adequacy of characterization 
data; operations at TRA: e.g.: the continued use of the Pond; adequacy of the risk assessment 
process; remedial alternatives, including use of the Idaho Chemical Processing Plant (ICPP) for 
treatment of residuals from the interim action;’ ability to implement the proposed action and 
disposition of the residuals created; research of remedial technologies; degree of oversight of 
DOE and its contractors in nerforming the remedial action; community relations; and NEPA. 

IV. SCOPE AND ROLE OF OPERABLE UNIT AND RESPONSE ACTION 

Under the Federal Facility Agreement/Consent Order (FFAICO) the INEL is divided 
into ten Waste Area Groups (WAGS). The WAGS are further subdivided into operable units. 
TRA has been designated WAG 2, and the Warm Waste Pond sediments have been designated 
n..c.r.,lr*n TT.d, 9.,n ,T\TT 3-l n, ,-.“P r\f the +ll;rtPP” mwrrrh,p ,mitr rrt TR A AE ir rnmmnnlv h-me “y”BuY’” “..l, 1 I” \.,.A a ‘“,, “&.” “I “.” . ..*..-.. ” yvA..vA- -..-. I -. * ---. __” _” --......- ~‘-, ---.- 
on many Superfund sites, similar or unique problems at a site are grouped into operable units 
to make characterization and remediation activities more efficient. In this case, existing 
characterization data were available to identify the Warm Waste Pond sediments as a significant 
*I.-,...r *^ I. .._^_ l.,.“,*l. “̂ A l .- e”.r:-,.“-c.n+ -“A “,dm., ., ,..3mrrAi”, ,w.l,nn,nn., UUMI L” II”LI,au, ,,calL,, au” UK. C,,“,‘” ,111 Irub CULU w_Is a .“.I,L.%..u. L.&.&UZ”L”~J. Therefore, the 

Warm Waste Pond sediments were designated as an operable unit to expedite an interim action. 

Two of the thirteen operable units at TRA are related to this interim action: OU 2-12 
& OTC Z-13. -71 .l I” ---_:_r_ -r .L_ .._-.-- :^^r^A ^^_^ L-2 __,^4^_ I. ̂ ,^... q.n A c.,....- ,.F +I.- “” L-IL ~“IIY,YLY “1 UK w,,lii‘,,,,,zllcu pF’“Lso WLLLW “G,“W I-. O”111~ “1 LllL. 
contaminants of concern in the perched water resulted from disposal of wastewater to the Warm 
Waste pond. The perched water is currently being evaluated in an ongoing RIIFS. OU 2-13 
is the final, overall evaluation of all characteritition and remediation activities in WAG 2, which 
encompasses di of TM ,& the immediaieiy s”rrounding ~~. I11 -_r:_-_ ---,..-I--1 ^L - A All atiu”IIs WIIU”tiLW ar IR11. 
will be considered in the OU 2-13 RIIFS, from the perspective of TRA as a whole to ensure that 
all issues have been addressed adequately. Conducting this interim action is part of the overall 
site strategy and is expected to be consistent with any planned future actions. 
The interim action is, therefore, intended to reduce the risks associated with the Warm Waste 
Pond sediments. Contaminants in the perched water and their effect on the Snake River Plain 
Aquifer in the vicinity of TRA will be evaluated in the OU 2-12 RIIFS, and remedial action 
undertaken, as necessary. A complete evaluation of all risks associated with the Warm Waste 
Pond will be conducted as part of the final comprehensive OU 2-13 RlIFS. 

V. SUMMARY OF SITE CHARACTERISTICS 

The Warm Waste Pond consists of three wastewater infiltration cells, which have been 
used for the disposal of reactor cooling water, radioactive wastewater, and regenerative solutions 
from ion exchange. From 1952 until 1962, all liquid wastes from TRA, except sanitary sewage, 
were discharged to the Warm Waste Pond. Wastewater from the demineralization plant went 
to the Pond until 1962. Other non-radioactive wastewater, including water from the cooling 
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towers, was disposed of in the Pond until 1964. Since 1964, the Warm Waste Pond has 
received only radioactive wastewater. The volume of wastewater discharged to the Warm Waste 
Pond has ranged from over 200 million gallons per year from 1958-1963 and 1969-1976 to less 
than 20 million gallons per year from 1987 to the present. Contaminant levels in the wastewater 
discharged to the Pond have decreased significantly in the past 12 years. However, these past 
disposal practices have resulted in contamination of the pond sediments. 

The Warm Waste Pond was sampled several times between 1983 and 1990. Due to the 
types of wastewater discharged to the Pond, the contaminants are mainly of two types: 
inorganics and radionuclides. The inorganics, primarily metals, mainly resulted from the non- 
radioactive wastewater sources. The contaminant in the highest concentration, and therefore the 
laroect tntal IWARP ic rhrnmillm which was IISPA fin hexavalent form) until 1972 as a corrosion --~“I- _-- . ..- II , _ _ _. ._ ” _. ._ __. . .._.__.. ..-_ -__- \... .._.. -.--... ._.~~~, .~~~.~~ ~. ..- .~ 
inhibitor in the cooling towers. The hexavalent chromium in the Pond sediments has undergone 
chemical reduction to trivalent chromium, which is less toxic and less mobile than hexavalent 
chromium. The total estimated volume of trivalent chromium in the Pond sediments is over 
3fi CIM -nn,i. with c,n .z,,P~~~oP mnrr=ntrdnn nf ??X nzntr wr millinn /m,,,,~ ‘V)““” y-Y..“.? v 1.1.. Y. ““A..e” ““..““...A...A”.. -- I”” ~-.” ~“- . ..____“.. Vr---,. In addition to 

chromium, some of the other metals (with their corresponding average concentration in the upper 
two feet of sediment and total weight in the Pond) are: zinc, 143 ppm, 4,085 pounds; lead, 18 
ppm, 819 pounds; arsenic, 5 ppm, 631 pounds, and mercury, 3 ppm, 139 pounds. The Pond 
““A:...““,” “..” ..“t DPD A rl.rrrn+ar;o+;” “.. ,:r+nA h.lmlrA,.,,o ,.,on+e aLu‘IIIMI~a LLLC ll”L 1.b1.n bIIalabbcIIaLl\r “L 111&W ~GLc.saaU”“II IVUUb”. 

Radionuclides have been discharged to the Warm Waste Pond for nearly 40 years. 
Cumulatively, over 5 billion gallons of wastewater was discharged into the Pond. Peak volumes -Lz - ..^_ *Iv-l -:I,:^^ “̂ ,1^^^ ^^-..^,, _. ._._“̂  A:^^L ̂_I^ A I.^+...,.^.. lll<Q lOL’2 ̂ ..,l ,clLO ,O-lL “1 “VIZ, LW lllllll”ll &lu”rrs tuIIIu‘uuIy WEilcj u13uL‘u~cu “CLWccll IT>“-I7U.J (LInu IIYI-III”. In 
recent years, the radionuclide content of the wastewater has dropped significantly. From 1979 
to 1987, the total activity of the wastewater going to the Pond was reduced by over 90 percent. 
Therefore, the radioactive contaminants which are now of greatest concern are those of greatest . . . ~.-.~~~.-I,-~ 3.--..-a ._ 1_.._ 1_ quannty disposed or radionuciides ihat have not namrany ueeayeo LU levels iesuhiiig in 
acceptably reduced risk. In addition, those radionuclides which were not trapped by the 
sediments, for example tritium, will be addressed in a separate operable unit. Based upon the 
combination of total quantity discharged, half-life, and ability of the Pond sediments to capture 
the radionuciide, tine predominant radionuciides at the present time are (with totai curies 
disposed, radioactive decay half-life, and average current concentration): cesium-137, 157 
curies, 30.2 years, 11.5 nCi/gm; cobalt-60, 471 curies, 5.3 years, 4.6 nCi/gm; and strontium- 
90, 99 curies, 29.1 years, 0.5 nCi/gm. Nineteen radionuclides have been identified in the Pond _^ sediments and most are present in very small amounts. The cesium-137 and cobalt-W are 
associated with the fine-grained sediments in the upper two feet of the Pond. 

VI. SUMMARY OF SITE RISKS 

Introduction 

A preliminary risk evaluation was prepared to determine the risks to human health and 
the environment posed by the Warm Waste Pond sediments. A future use scenario was 
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evaluated in addition to the present case to ensure the consideration of the long-term adequacy 
of the remedial alternatives. The preliminary evaluation consisted of two parts, human health 
and ecological, and was utilized to determine if unacceptable risks are present. The final Record 
of Decision (i.e., the comprehensive WAG 2 RIIFS) which addresses this operable unit will 
evaluate the effectiveness of this interim action based upon a quantitative risk assessment. 

Preliiinary Human Health Riik Evaluation 

Potential present and future risk(s) posed by the Warm Waste Pond sediments were 
assessed in a preliminary risk evaluation using the standard procedures and default parameters 
established in EPA guidance documents to determine if the risk justified a remedial action. In 
addition. a future use scenario was evaluated so that remedial alternatives could also be 
considered in terms of potential future risk(s). 

Present Risk(s) 

Since the Warm Waste Pond is currently under the institutional control of INEL site 
security and is surrounded by a fence which approximates the boundary of the contaminated 
area, the potential exposure scenarios, based on the present condition of the pond, were 
,.,vwn&nnol ornnor;n. l-ho h.mnn+he.tirral rarrantr\r (11,110 o.2mlme-l to he Iwlt.4 It +hP hnlmrllnr “““wyU.LYn’c” I”“.nLUI”I. I I.” *LJy”L.“Y”su L-vy.“’ . ...” U”“Y...- .” “” I”.,y.- . . . ..- .,“........-, 
of the operable unit as defined by the institutional controls (the fence). Two exposure pathways 
were analyzed: inhalation of airborne, contaminated dust, and external exposure to radiation. 
Several exposure conditions, ranging from 40 percent of the day, every day for 40 years to 5 
I.,...-- ..,.-‘...*,.I7 C,.- _.._ .._“_ ..._-_ ~..“I..“,~,4 A *,..A,:*.. “““.%.““...n”+ ..,nn n,,nrl..ntc.,-l +r. ,L+~rm:nn ll”UlJ pG, WC.?& I”1 “IIC. pa, WCIC C”aL”LLLLu. rh r”nlLAr)r a~IJLeanIIL4n, war wll”“cLw L” “IILL4ULULC 
the health effects associated with the identified contaminants. Noncarcinogenic and carcinogenic 
toxicity values were identified or derived to perform the risk evaluation. Risks were quantified 
for the selected contaminants of concern (individually), for multiple substances, and for multiple 
~--.--~- ,I-~~ ~~-I:-~.~~-l:A--\ .1-..----1-----1. _cca_._ . .._ -_ _.._ I..^L^.l !-^_^_I pamways (‘or ra”l”rwcu”rs,. lu”IKarurl”gt3uti ~llcGL(;LJ WtxI; (;“iillmlLxl “ZtJcu on ihe haiard 
quotient/index of toxicity. Carcinogenic risks were evaluated and compared to the accepted NCP 
target risk range of lOA to lo-6 excess incidence of cancer. 

The preiiminary evaluation of noncarcinogenic effects showed that ali hazard quotients 
were less than one for individual chemicals. The hazard index which sums the potential effects 
was also less than one, indicating that no adverse health effects (noncarcinogenic effects) are 
expected from the contaminants for the pathways evaluated. Carcinogenic risks for the 
inhalation pathway were found to be in the range of 3 x icT’” to 6 x i@’ for chemical and 3 x 
lo-* to 7 x 10s for radionuclides. The NCP target risk range was not found to be exceeded for 
the inhalation of chemical or radionuclides. Carcinogenic risks for the external exposure 
pathway for radionuclides were found to be in the range of 7 x 1V to 3 x lo-‘, and therefore 
exceeded the NCP target risk range. For both pathways, cesium-137 and cobalt-60 are the 
primary risk drivers due to their higher concentrations. Therefore, the risk due to external 
exposure represents an unacceptable risk which must be reduced in this interim action. 

Future Risk(s) 
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In addition to the present occupational scenarios described above, ingestion of 
contaminated soil was evaluated as a potential future risk. One potential scenario selected for 
evaluation consisted of a residential receptor (a farming family with children) which is assumed 
to reside at the operable unit starting in 100 years (2091). which is assumed for calculation 
purposes to be the end of institutional controls. One hundred years is the DOE/NRC standard 
for closure of low-level radioactive waste facilities, and for the preliminary evaluation was 
assumed to be a reasonable time to expect institutional controls to be maintained. The 
concentrations of contaminants used in the evaluation were based on sampling data which was 
then corrected for radioactive decay to establish contaminant concentrations after 100 years. The 
exposure assessment followed EPA guidelines for default exposure parameters. 

All hamrd mntients for the evaluated chemicals were less than one, which indicate that _ ___ ..--- -I--------- --- 
no adverse health effects (noncarcinogenic effects) are expected from the ingestion of soil for 
the residential receptor. The noncarcinogenic hazard index (combined chemicals) is also below 
the level of concern for noncarcinogenic effects. The carcinogenic risks for the chemicals was 
2 v In-5 onrl nrl;nn1,r1;rl,x ..,IE d -Y 1n-5 whirh ITP within the NC--P taroet rirk trnve Unwever < a I” s&L.” I.s..I”..“I.IY”” ..I” . ,. &., , , , . .__. . - - . . _ . ..-.. . . .- _ . -- -~-. __I_ --.~-. --- ..-. _-, 
when combined with the inhalation pathway the risks do exceed the NCP target range. In each 
case, cesium-137 is the primary risk driver. 

The external exposure scenario based on an occupational receptor with the present 
condition of the Warm Waste Pond is above the NCP target risk range and an interim action is 
. .._ ---r-.3 A _ -^^.:^^^A .L^ ,I,-..- ,I,^^*^ lx...,4 :. “..rre..+,.. ..“,A-- :,.+:+..+:,.““, nnn*r,Jo -.,,q will,zu,Lcu. tis IllG,jllll”Llcu, L,,C ““Lu,,, ““LLJLC. K”,,” 13 t,“II~L111)1 UIIUCL IIIa,IIubI”,,an ““,,Lx”I.J) cm,” 
DOE procedures are to reduce personal radiation exposure to as low as reasonably achievable 
(ALARA). The inhalation scenario, based on the occupational receptor under the present 
conditions, and the ingestion scenario, based on a future residential scenario of the Warm Waste pond beginning in i(jo years, I~ -.I~ ~-~.I*.:~. II.- --1. ..I_ r_> I ___^L _^__^ are uom wunm me wctuattio liuger large. HOiiCei, 
cumulatively, the inhalation and ingestion scenarios are above the NCP target risk range and 
should be reduced. This interim action will reduce the current risk posed by the radiation field 
of the Warm Waste Pond and reduce potential future concerns. 

The calculated risk values carry some uncertainties inherent in the risk evaluation 
process. The calculated risk values represent estimates of potential effects and do not represent 
characterization of absolute risks. The risk measurements are conditional estimates dependent 
on a number of assumptions about exposure and toxicity. However, the preiiminary risk 
evaluation is believed to be a reasonably protective estimate of risk and supports the need for 
an interim action. 

Ecological Concerns 

Ecological concerns will be addressed in the Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study 
for the WAG-wide Record of Decision. Since the major exposure routes are expected to be the 
same as human exposures, the risk reduction realized due to this interim action should achieve 
a significant reduction in adverse ecological effects. 
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VII. DESCRIPTION OF ALTERNATIVE-S 

Potential technologies which would achieve significant risk reduction while the final 
remedy is developed were identified from the available literature. The technologies evaluated 
for this interim action were temporary capping, stabilization, and a combination of physical 
separation and chemical extraction. In addition, the no action alternative was evaluated. 

Alternative 1: No Action 

The no action alternative was evaluated in accordance with EPA guidance. Under the 
no action alternative, the current institutional controls which restrict access to the Warm Waste 
Pond would be maintained. As is shown in the comparative analysis of alternatives, the no 
action alternative was found to be unacceptable because it does not provide overali protection 
of human health and the environment. 

Alternative 2: Temporary Capping 

Capping involves backfilling the Pond and covering the site with a barrier to prevent 
biological (plant and animal) and precipitation intrusion. Cap design and construction would 
consider: the need to attenuate the gamma radiation associated with the Pond sediments; 
minimization of long-term water infiltration through the contaminated material; maintenance 
minimization; and drainage and erosion. A typical cap design for the Warm Waste Pond would 
include: 

. Backfilling the Pond to above grade with locally available materials (if within 
design standards), 

. A three-foot layer of clay to prevent precipitation infiltration, 

. A one-half foot layer of sand to provide drainage, 

. A two-foot thick layer of cobbles acting as an anti-biointrusion layer, and 

. A three-foot thick layer of soil to allow vegetation. 

Estimates of capital costs, including design and construction, for capping are 
Q.7 7% lKKl “.-) . --,- --. Onemtinnal and maintenance costs would be approximately $50,000 annually which -I---------- - 
includes monitoring and maintenance of institutional controls. A cap would take approximately 
nine months to construct following five months of design and review. 

‘Temporary capping has the advantages of ease of application, the fact that it is a well 
known technology, and high reliability if maintained properly. Capping has relatively low 
capital costs. Soil characteristics are not as critical for capping as other technologies and soil 
is an excellent gamma radiation shield. The greatest disadvantage of capping is that it does 
---rL:-- A^ I:-:..^.^ ,I.- “n”rlm:nnn+n IIOUILII~ LO eLIIIIIIIpLG LIlz CVIImIIIIzIa.LII, 1, o....y., it @imnlw imnd~c rd~awr h qhieldinw~ All contaminants .‘..r-v.. _--_ __” -y _..__. -..._. ~~~ 
remain in the Pond area. Plant roots, excavations for various purposes, such as utilities repair, 
and unwitting penetrations (e.g., post holes) could result in significant breaches in the cap. 
Building construction is a clear threat to a cap. In addition, long-term maintenance costs for a 
cap can be significantly higher thaii foi a pzxiiieiit iGi&j: 38Z tiEC. &V;WZ, ZtS G?@!?g 

is a temporary measure, significant additional costs may be realized at final remedy selection. 
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Alternative 3: Stabilization 

Solidification is a process which creates a monolithic block of immobilized waste with 
high structural integrity in which the contaminants are mechanically, but not chemically, bonded 
with the solidification agents and matrix. By adding chemical reagents, and thereby chemicaliy 
binding the contaminants, solidification becomes stabilization which further limits solubility and 
mobility of the contaminants. Common reagents applicable to the Warm Waste Pond sediments 
and proven to be effective in many cases include portland cement, pozzolanic fly ash, bitumen, 
and lime. Stabilization is done one of two ways: the reagent is injected and mixed with the 
sediments in place or the sediment is dug up and machine mixed with the stabilization agent 
which is then re-deposited on or off site. A pilot-scale study would be required prior to 
remedial design to optimize the reagent concentration, mixing rate, and other process variables. 
The estimated capital cost of stabilization, including the pilot-scale study, design, and 
construction, is $5,296,0CQ Stabilization would take approximately one year to implement 
following seven months of design and review, some of which could be concurrent with the pilot- 
scale study. The stabilized soil and contaminants would remain in the Pond and actually 
increase the volume of contaminated sediment. 

The advantages of stabilization are that the release and mobility of the contaminants are 
reduced or eliminated. Stabilization can also facilitate transportation and off-site disposal, 
especially where volume reduction or extraction techniques have been applied previously. 
Stabilization may be effective in binding chemical contaminants in addition to the radionuclides. 
Among the disadvantages of stabilization is the fact that its long-term effectiveness is unknown. 
AiSOn, s~~iii~~~inn traps the contaminantsZ but does not remove or eliminate them. All 
contaminants remain in the Pond and capping may be necessary to minimize exposure. Some 
chemicals, particularly organics, may interfere with the stabilization process. 

A!temative 4t Separation/Extraction 

The separation/extraction alternative consists of a combination of two technologies: 
physical separation and chemical extraction. 

Physical Separation 

Based on sampling of the Pond sediments, the radioactive and chemical contaminants 
.* ---1.. ^^-^^ :“r.d ..,:,I. tL m sms are com~i~~~y ~~~~~~~~ wIul Lllr ,Ll.C=6.LU,.‘U -.. r . . . ..- _“. P G;nn c.r.linnA nn;1 nwti+~ ~mxxati~n of the fine- b-r..-.- 

grained soil particles concentrates the contaminants and therefore reduces the volume of soil for 
further treatment or disposal. Physical separation utilizes mechanical methods for separating 
heterogeneous mixtures of solids to obtain a concentrated form of the contaminants. Chemical 

-..-^^^^ agents may be added to enhance the separation p~~e~~. The diffe:ent Pypeb 0 of physic&l 

separation are typically most effective in dealing with a specific size range of soil particles and 
a combination can be used to isolate the size fraction desired. There are four major categories 
of separation technology applicable to soil remediation: screening, classification, flotation, and 
gravity concentration. Screening is tine separation of particies on tiie basis of size by passing 
the particles through a uniformly perforated surface. Classification is the separation of particles 
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according to their settling rate in water. Flotation is concentration of the contaminants in the 
froth which collects on a liquid. Gravity separation is separation of particles based on density, 
shape, weight, and size. 

Based on the resuits of the bench-scale treatabiiity siudy of the Warm Waste Pond 
sediments, the particles which are larger than 1/16tb of an inch consist of more than 60 percent 
of the volume. Therefore, screening would be the first part of any treatment system for the 
Pond sediments. Further isolation of finer grained materials would likely be done with 
classification or gravity separation. Tile iarge and reiativeiy uncontaminated particies wouid be 
returned to the Pond. 

The advantages of physical separation are: it is an inexpensive method for separating 
coarse and fine materials, high continuous processing capabiiities are possibie, and they are weii 
proven in the mining industry. The disadvantages are: screens are subject to plugging, soils with 
large amounts of fine-grained materials are difficult to process, and to achieve a high level of 
separation of a particular size particle requires longer processing times. 

Chemical Extraction 

Chemical extraction uses chemicals to extract the cesium, cobalt, and chromium from 
the sediment. The most common chemicals used for extraction are water, inorganic salts, 
mineral acids, and complexing agents. Other chemical extraction methods include precipitation, 
solvent extraction, and ion exchange. There are notable differences in the extractability rates 
of each of the methods caused by the types of soil. 

Bench-scale testing indicates that using acids as the extracting agents is effective in 
extracting cesium, cobalt, and chromium from the Warm Waste Pond sediments. Chromium 
removal will be maximized even though it was not shown to pose a risk in the preliminary risk 
evaluation. The advantages of extra&on with acids are: a high percentage of radionuclides can 
be removed, a relatively small liquid-to-solids ratio is required, requiring less pumping power 
and smaller tanks and equipment, and the acids can likely be recycled. The disadvantages of 
using acids for the extracting aeents are the possibility of increased costs due to the use of P --D-~ 
relatively expensive reagents, higher operating temperatures, and stainless steel vessels and 
pipes. It is possible that undesirable byproducts, such as characteristic mixed (radioactive and 
hazardous) waste, could be produced which would be subject to RCRA regulatory requirements. 

Separation/Extraction 

For the contaminated sediments of the Warm Waste Pond, predominantly in the upper 
A.... c,. ‘ IW” LGe:r, a COrn”l,lwL”.. “1 yuJ”L”Lu UxyLy‘..~“” l”l.“.v- I.‘..-+:-- -C..h..o:nnl nw.~rot;nn fnllnrxrd b,, rhmmr~ ex!rdl 

J ----**--- artinn is nrnnmd The -.---r --=----. 

interim action will be preceded by a pilot scale treatability study focusing on the chemical 
extraction portion of the remedy. The purpose of the pilot treatability study will be to determine 
if the extraction efficiencies which have been demonstrated in the bench scale treatability study 

I. > , can oe acmeveu ori a blp.i SC& ~pxunxuy, ~11~ ~LLUL JIUUJ WL I bvauubv n..wL..v. yL.u.I.ybw "--..:c:^-Il.. rlr- Al-+ ",..A.. ..q ,%.,",,,.,t~ ..,hm+hnr -" O,,Pq.IOP 
of 90 percent removal of cesium, cobalt, and chromium can be achieved with no 
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RCRA-hazardous wastes generated which cannot be treated to be non-characteristic. The 
estimated capital cost of the separation/extraction remedy, including the pilot study, design, 
construction, and storage of the product residuals is $7,195,000. The separation/extraction unit 
would be operated for approximately one year, followed by backfilling and grading. Design will 
be compieted foiiowing treatabiiity study work, which wiii take neariy ten months to compieie 
following issuance of the Record of Decision. 

Separation/extraction reduces the risks by removing much of the cesium-137 and cobalt- 
60 from the Pond sediments. Tllese radionuciides wouid be concentrated as the product of the 
treatment process and would be further treated and stored on site such that it could be visually 
monitored, either directly or indirectly, until its final disposal can be determined in the 
comprehensive WAG RIIFS. Following the separation/extraction process and return of the 
residuals to the Pond, the Pond would be backfilled. 

; Backfilling will provide additional 
reduction of potential external exposure from remaining contamination. The remaining risk of 
the Pond sediments will be evaluated in the comprehensive WAG RIIFS. The selected remedy 
is described in Section IX. 

VIII. SUMMARY OF COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS OF ALTERNATIVES 

CERCLA guidance requires that each remedial alternative be evaluated according to 
specific criteria. The purpose of the evaluation is to determine the advantages and disadvantages 
of each alternative, and thereby guide selection of the remedial alternative offering the most 
effective and feasible means of achieving the stated cleanup objectives. While all nine CERCLA 
criteria are important, they are weighted differently in the decision making process depending 
on whether they describe a required level of performance (threshold criteria), technical 
advantages and disadvantages (balancing criteria), or review and evaluation by other entities 
(modifying criteria). The four remedial alternatives described in Section VII were evaluated 
according to the following CERCLA criteria: 

0 Threshold criteria 
. Overall nrotect~inn of human health and the environment _ .---- r--.-..~-~~ ~~ 
. Compliance with ARARs 

0 Balancing criteria 
. Long-term effectiveness and permanence 
. ?,~uct;.~n nf tnuiFit” mnhilit” or vni~m.p thmu~h treatment .“I.-I-.J, a--------, ? D.. ____...-.._ 
. Short-term effectiveness 
. Implementability 
. cost 

: lLd^A:F..:..- ,..Gta.& I”I”“11y1116 ~LI~CIICI 
. State acceptance 
. Community acceptance. 
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Threshold Criteria 

The remedial alternatives were evaluated in relation to the threshold criteria: overall 
protection of human health and the environment and compliance with ARARs. The threshold 
criteria must be met by the remedial alternatives for fUiithN coiiskkiatioii as p'&itia! iLXXdkS 

for the Record of Decision. The threshold criteria must be met for a final remedial action, and 
this interim action is intended to meet those criteria, if possible. The effectiveness of this 
remedial action will be evaluated as a final remedy in the WAG-wide RIIFS. 

Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environment 

Overall protection of human health and the environment requires evaluation of how well 
the remedial alternatives eliminate, reduce, and controi tine identified risks. This overali 
assessment of protection of human health and the environment draws on the assessments 
conducted under other evaluation criteria, especially long-term effectiveness and permanence, 
short-term effectiveness, and compliance with ARARs. For an interim action, tbe present risk(s) 
to human health and the environment must be reduced. If this interim action is successfui, 
potential risks will be reduced to acceptable levels, and further remedial action may be 
unnecessary. The interim action will be followed by a final remedial action either in the WAG- 
wide RI/F& or the perched water RI/F& if necessary. 

All of the remedial alternatives which were considered, except the no action alternative, 
provide short-term protection of human health and the environment by reducing the radiation 
field and therefore the potential risk due to external exposure. All of the alternatives except the 
no action are therefore acceptable as interim actions. 

Compliance with Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirements (ARARs) 

CERCLA, as amended by SARA, requires that remedial actions for Superfund sites 
comply with Federal and State laws that are applicable to the action being taken. Remedial 
actions must also comply with the requirements of laws and regulations that are not directly 
app!icab!e, but are re!evant and appropriate; in other words, requirements that pertain to 
situations sufficiently similar to those encountered at a Superfund site such that their use is well 
suited to the site. Combined, these are referred to as applicable or relevant and appropriate 
requirements (ARARs). State ARARs are limited to those requirements which are more 
^+.;nnn”t tlr.ln l2n,-l,=rol rPmlirmnp”t. z.umg\l”~ ,I,cuL I -“I- .1”.A” . . . . . . . I. Comp!iance with ARARs requires evaluation of the 
remedial alternatives for compliance with chemical-, location-, and action-specific ARARs or 
justification for a waiver; and whether the remedial alternative considers other criteria, 
advisories, and guidelines. 

A waiver for interim measures may be applicable when a remedial action is only part 
of a total set of measures ,as is the case for the Warm Waste Pond sediments. This waiver may 
be granted if complete measures that will attain all ARARs will follow the interim action within 

. > a reasonabie penoo of tiiiie. Iii ihiS case, Zi!! AD,ARs W:ll vv yyyzvyI-.. -, ‘11 I.- ~~&P.PPA hv & w,r,-w& 
Record of Decision, if not already attained in the interim action. An interim measure should 
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not complicate nor delay the overall site cleanup and should be consistent with it. The granting 
of ARARs waivers should not present an immediate threat to public health and the environment. 

.- .- Chemicai-Specific AKAKs. .- .- Chemical- (and radionuciide-j specific AUKS are 
standards for allowable levels of certain contaminants in the environment and are generally 
issued pursuant to the Federal Safe Drinking Water Act (SDWA), the Clean Water Act (CWA), 
the Clean Air Act (CAA), the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA.; chemical, but 
not radionuclides), the Atomic Energy Act (AEA; radionuciides, but not cbemicalsj, and state 
and local counterpart requirements. 

When a chemical- or radionuclide-specific ARAR exists and is considered to be 
protective of human health and environment, it becomes a specific cleanup goal. For the Warm 
Waste Pond sediments, chemical-specific ARARs for cleanup standards are available for water 
and air only. No specific cleanup levels for chemicals in soils are available. Guidance provided 
under the authority of the AEA includes numerical criteria for air and water for radionuclides. 
DOE has not established radionuclide-specific criteria for soil, but has established performance- 
based standards for soil contamination at operating and decommissioned facilities. If a chemical- 
or radionuclide-specific ARAR does not exist or is not adequately protective, the health-based 
risk assessment performed under the RI would determine the appropriate cleanup goal . 

The SDWA is generally used as tbe ARAR for appropriate cleanup standards for 
contaminated groundwater that is or may be used as drinking water. The CWA provides 
guidelines to determine water quality standards of surface receiving waters. Since this interim 
action addresses the external exposure concerns for the Warm Waste Pond sediments and does 
not address groundwater or surface water, the SDWA and CWA are not ARARs, for this limited 
action. 

RCRA provides chemical-specific ARARs in the areas of groundwater monitoring, 
cleanup standards, and treatment standards. The standards apply if the waste is a listed or 
characteristic waste under RCRA, and either (1) the waste was treated, stored, or disposed after 
thp_ &&vp &tp nf p.CpmLAs ~pnnirements under mnrideratiom or 1% the CE.RCLA activity ~ -_---..-.. _- -.---- __.._. -_.- _._.., . \_, 
constitutes treatment, storage, or disposal as defined by RCRA. The Hazardous Waste 
Management Act (HWMA) establishes the State of Idaho’s authorization to implement the RCRA 
program. 

In the case of the Warm Waste Pond, the sediments are not RCRA hazardous wastes 
based on tests conducted in 1990. In addition, no RCRA wastes were disposed in the Pond after 
1972, prior to the promulgation of RCRA. Therefore, RCRA is not applicable for establishing 
-la--..- -- L..^^LI^^. -r^-A^..-l^ CA.. rt.:.. “,A:,... uwl”p “1 L‘caLIIIcxIL ~uLII”tuU~ I”, LLUJ ctLU”II. TC 4l.m -,....m4.. r..an+nn DPD A h.wwd=us .gas+s, II LllC IrLuLuJ ~Ic(I~J A.bLw-ln- 
that waste will be subject to the requirements of RCRA and Land Disposal Restrictions (LDRs) 
requirements may be triggered. 

Requirements under the AEA are appiica’bie to iiie pK3CUrC%i~iii, iiS, md &SpSd 9f 
all source, byproduct, and special nuclear material at the INEL. Regulations governing 
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operations of the DOE facility are contained in 10 CFR 200 et seq, and are implemented through 
DOE Orders, Directives, and Notices that specify policy, standards, and guidance for all DOE 
facilities. Although DOE Orders are not ARARs since they are not promulgated requirements, 
all of the requirements of DOE Orders are to be considered CTBCsj. DOE Orders which may 
apply to CERCLA activities include DOE 5480.11 and DOE 5820.2A. DOE 5480.11, 
“Radiation Protection for Occupational Workers,” establishes radionuclide-specific criteria to 
protect workers from hazard of exposure to ionizing radiation and radioactive materials. DOE 
5820.2A, “Radioactive Waste Management;” establishes standards for “external exposure to the 
waste and concentration of radioactive material which may be released into surface water, 
groundwater, soil, plants, and animals results in an effective dose equivalent that does not 
exceed 25 mrem/year to any member of the public.. . and assures that the committed effective 
&se ~nnivnlent~ rec&u=d hv individmls who inadvertentlv mav intrude into fhe facilit~v aft~er [he =--.-- ..___ -_-_.-- -, . ..-...---_ _..._ . ..- -. --.-...-, . ..-. -...---- ~~~.. .~~. ~-_, ..~..~ 
loss of active institutional control (100 years) will not exceed 100 mremlyear for a continuous 
exposure or 500 mremlyear for a single acute exposure.” Capping, stabilization, and 
separation/extraction as described all meet this standard. 

The CAA establishes national standards and goals for air pollution control. For less 
common air pollutants that can have acute effects on public health, such as radionuclides, EPA 
establishes National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAP). Specific 
NTOPUAD I.wIInI Ar~Y’~b’YnL” LLyy’J w nlI”W~“~~ “II-*ILc Ia\II”I,“III”I ““.,U., L” U&l y”““w II”nLL w.nI1II*“..l ..an..,n+;rmn n..,.,.. +r\ “llr\..rnl.l.2 ,.&-&+P mrl:nn,,n,irl!a Annnn tn +I.‘3 m,,l.,;,. t-wu,l .xm;ne;r\nn 
at DOE facilities. Due to its location within the INEL, over fifteen miles from the nearest city, 
the small scale of the processing plant, and the engineering controls used to limit air emissions, 
tbe activities at the Warm Waste Pond should not result in additional off-site exposure to the 
-..I.,:- pl”ULi. 

Action-Specific ARARs. Certain design, performance, or action-specific ARARs could affect 
this interim action. 

If the requirements of,RCRA LDRs apply to the residual waste, treatment technologies 
meeting those restrictions will have to be employed or treatability variances sought. 

Engineering controis wiii be used to the extent possibie to eiiminate or minimize air 
emissions and will be described in the remedial design. The substantive requirements of the 
Idaho Rules and Regulations for the Control of Air Pollution will have to be met if the extraction 
procedure would result in the release of gases, vapors and/or fugitive emissions. 

Location-Specific ARARs. Location-specific requirements include ordinances or rules and 
regulations as well as restrictions or guidance contained in major Federal and State 
environmental programs. 

Idaho Water Quality Standards are issued on a basin-by-basin basis and are therefore 
location-specific, but are only applicable to a remedial action if it involves a point-source 
discharge to surface or ground waters, and therefore is not applicable to any of the alternatives. 



Although the National Historic Preservation Act would be applicable to CERCLA 
actions, there are no places of historic significance which will be affected by remediation 
activities at the Warm Waste Pond. Since no threatened or endangered species or habitat have 
been identified at the Warm Waste Pond, the Endangered Species Act is not an ARAR. 

Balancing Criteria 

Once an alternative satisfies the threshold criteria, five balancing criteria are used to 
evaluate other aspects of the potential remedial alternatives. I&h alternative is evaluated using 
each of the balancing criteria. The balancing criteria are used in refining the selection of the 
candidate alternatives for the site. The five balancing criteria are: long-term effectiveness and 
permanence; reduction of toxicity, mobility, or volume through treatment; short-term 
effectiveness; implementability; and cost. Each criterion is further expiained in the foilowing 
sections. 

Long-Term Effectiveness and Permanence 

In evaluating long-term effectiveness and permanence, the magnitude of residual risks 
as well as the adequacy and reliability of controls must be examined. 

The magnitude of remaining risks is evaluated by assessing the residual risk associated 
with untreated waste and the treated residual. The characteristics of the residuals should be 
considered to the degree that they remain hazardous, taking into account their volume, toxicity, 
mobi!ityj and propensity to bioaccumulate. 

Adequacy and reliability of controls is evaluated by assessing the containment and/or 
institutional controls to determine if they are sufficient to ensure that any exposure to residual 
r;rb~ +n hllmln b*.ttb and the environment is within protective levels. llY‘.U S” L&U....... ..-..& It includes consideration 
of the potential need to replace technical components of the remedial action, such as a cap, and 
the potential exposure pathway and risks which could be posed should the technical components 
degrade over time. 

For capping, the remaining risks are associated with the buried contaminants, all of 
which remain in the Pond sediments. Capping reduces the potential risk due to external 
exposure, inhalation, and ingestion to the extent that the integrity of the cap and backtIlled . materiai Giii be assured anti! si;cb tim, +..-. . .._ 0 +hl+ the radioactive contaminants of concern have 
decayed to an acceptable level. It is estimated to be 400 years until the cesium-137 in the Warm 
Waste Pond will decay to an acceptable level. Caps have a design life of 100 years and require 
maintenance throughout the use of the cap. Therefore, capping cannot be considered as 
permanent as separationiextraciion. 

Stabilization meets the criterion for long-term effectiveness by binding up the 
contaminants in the cement/sediment matrix, thereby reducing residual risks. Unfortunately, the 
permanence of stabiiization technoiogy is unproven foi the kiigth VA llllll. II-& -A- A...- ---A A for ‘“be &&LA+ 
137 to decay to acceptable levels and like capping is not as permanent as separation/extraction. 
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Separation/extraction reduces the potential risks associated with the cesium, cobalt, and 
chromium in the Warm Waste Pond sediments by removing the contaminants of concern by 
placing the treated residuals in a controlled environment, thereby permanently reducing the risks 
associated with the Warm Waste Pond. The treated material could present a risk due to its 
radioactive content, but wiii be treated, containerized, and stored iii such a -way as iij be 
monitored, either directly or indirectly. Institutional controls will be maintained until its final 
disposal. 

Reduction of Toxicity, Mobility, or Voiume through Treatment 

This criterion addresses the statutory preference for selecting remedial actions that 
employ treatment technologies that permanently reduce toxicity, mobility, or volume of the 
hazardous substances as their principal element. Evaluation of alternatives based on the 
reduction of toxicity, mobility, or volume through treatment requires analysis of the following 
factors: the treatment process used; the toxicity and nature of the material treated; the amount 
of hazardous material destroyed or treated; the irreversibility of the treatment; the type and 
quantity of treatment byproducts; and the statutory preference for treatment as a principal 
element. 

Capping does not involve any treatment and therefore does not satisfy the statutory 
preference for remedial actions involving treatment. While not reducing the toxicity or volume 
of the contaminants within the sediment matrix itself and thereby eliminating exposure, capping 
can isolate the contaminants of concern from the environment. 

Stabilization reduces the toxicity and mobility of the contaminants of concern by binding 
them in the cement/sediment matrix. However, stabilization increases the volume of 
contaminated material due to the addition of the binding agents. Stabilization could interfere 
with future remedial actions, if determined to be necessary. 

Separation/extraction offers the greatest reduction of toxicity, mobility, or volume of 
the cesium, cobalt, and chromium in the Warm Waste Pond sediments of the alternatives 
evaluated. Tbe toxicity and mobility of c&urn i cobalt, and chromium are reduced bv removing 
an adequate amount of contaminants. The volume of contaminated material is significantly 
reduced in the separation/extraction process. The separation process removes the large-grained 
materials which make up over 60 percent of the volume of contaminated materials. The 
C”IImIInu,LULLIJ “I CVLLI”... .a&- . . ..a. A-v..-- ---... -- ---+--:-n-+. -f ~MC-- -70 +h-p l*admi frnm the fine-p&A materials, That concentrated 
residual would contain most of the cesium-137 and cobalt-60 from the Pond sediments. The 
process will be further evaluated in the pilot-scale treatability study. 

The evaluation of alternatives based on short-term effectiveness requires an evaluation 
of the effectiveness of protection for the community and workers during remedial actions, . . I. . envlronmenuu impacts uurmg implemen’G&on, and the ~~~~~~~~~ vI A,,~ Lv\IU.X..,. .-. .V...-.... “...,...“t r\f +.mn mn,.;r‘d fnr t,vn,di~, 
action objectives to be achieved. 

24 



During implementation of any of the alternatives, protection of workers from radiation 
exposure would be an important eIement of the remedial design. Since the Warm Waste Pond 
is a radiologically controlled area, all personnel entering the area must have training for 
hazardous substances, radioactive substances, and respirators. Health physics personnel will be 
on site at all times when work is ongoing to monitor and controi personnei radiation expostre. 
Every person entering the working area at the Pond will wear appropriate personal protective 
equipment, including a dosimeter to record the radiation received. DOE has ALAR4 (as low 
as reasonably achievable) radiation dose goals for personnel which will be met. 

By using engineering controls, such as a protective enclosure, and access restrictions, 
the remedial action will not be a risk to the community. Access to visitors and others not 
working on the project will be strictly limited to those meeting the same training requirements 
as the workers. 

The remedial actions would begin in 1992. Stabilization and separation/extraction 
would require a pilot-scale treatability study to refine design parameters during the remedial 
design phase, which would be completed in the spring and summer of 1992. Upon compietion 
of the pilot-scale treatability study, final remedial design could be completed, with the remedial 
action initiated. Capping could be implemented without testing. 

Implementability 

The implementability criterion has three factors requiring evaluation: technical 
fe~ibiiityl administrative feasibility; and the availability of services and materials. Technical 
feasibility requires an evaluation of the ability to construct and operate the technology, the 
reliability of the technology, the ease of undertaking additional remedial action (if necessary), 
and monitoring considerations. The ability to coordinate actions with other agencies is the only 
factor for evaluating administrative feasibility and is not a concern for this project. The 
availability of services and materials requires evaluation of the following factors: availability of 
treatment, storage capacity and disposal services; availability of necessary equipment and 
specialists; and availability of prospective technologies. 

The technical feasibility of capping is well established. Cap design and construction 
is a readily available technology which has been in common use for a number of years. Capping 
is reliable to the extent that the integrity of the cap can be maintained. In this case, only a 
temporary cap -would be ins”ml!ed as this is not the fina! remedia! action The cap is expected 
to provide interim protection until the final remedial action was implemented. A cap is easily 
removed, although additional material will become contaminated increasing the amount of 
material which must be dealt with in any future remedial actions. 

Stabilization is a rapidly emerging technology for treating contaminated soils. Several 
companies have developed equipment for mixing the stabilization agents with the soil in place, 
and the equipment and personnel are available. Stabilization would require a pilot-scale 
treatability study to determine tine best stabiiization agents, mixing rate, mixing speed, etc... 
Two concerns with stabilization are the reliability of the technology and the ease of undertaking 
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additional remedial actions should it be necessary in the future. The technology is unproven for 
the length of time required for the cesium-137 to decay to acceptable levels, therefore additional 
remedial action may be required at a future time. The solid, stabilized mass could make it very 
difficult to pursue additional remedial actions. The stabilized material would also require 
backtilling to reduce the potentiai radiation exposure. 

Physical separation and chemical extraction are well developed technologies which have 
been used in the m ining industry for extraction of radionuclides from  ores. Physical separation 
is an easily implemented technology, in this case simpiy requiring separation of the sediment into 
different grain sire fractions using screens or sieves. Chemical extraction has not been used to 
remediate a cesium-contaminated site, but bench-scale testing for this interim  action on the 
Warm Waste Pond sediments indicates that nearly 90 percent of the contaminants of concern can 
be removed from  the fined-grained material in the Warm Waste Pond after it has been separated 
from  the coarse material, which comprise over 60 percent of the total volume. A  pilot scale 
treatability study would be required to determ ine the best operating parameters, such as reagent 
strength, holding times, and flow-through rates. The pilot treatability study would also be used 
to ensure that no RCRA-hazardous wastes are generated. An additional treatment process within 
the plant may be required for this purpose. All of the components of the pilot-plant and the final 
remedial treatment plant are available. The separation/extraction process generates a 
concentrated residual containing a large percentage of the contaminants of concern. In this case, 
that residual is expected to be low-level radioactive waste. Although storage and/or disposal 
facilities are available at the INEL, the State, as a condition of concurrence, requires that any 
low-level waste residuals will be stored and visually monitored, either directly or indirectly, until 
final disposition. 

cost 

In evaluating project costs, an estimation of capital costs, operation and maintenance 
costs, and present worth costs are required. Capital costs include design, construction, 
equipment, buildings, startup, and contingency costs. Operating and maintenance costs include 
labor, power, disposal of residuals, administration, and periodic review. Actual costs are 
expected to be no more than 50 percent over, or 30 percent under: the cost estimate. 

Capital costs for capping are estimated at: design - $250,000; construction - 
$2,113,000; 20 percent contingency - $423,000; total - $2,786,000. Maintenance and operation 
are CJLIIIIaLw b” UC aLa eA”“‘II”.IUI V&Y, -4:..-t.d +,. t.- nn d~i+k.~~ wn m  ~~nu2~~y. 

Capital costs for stabilization are estimated at: design - $400,000; construction - 
%3,48O,OQO, 20 percent contingency - $696,000; pilot-scale treatability study - $720,000; total - $5 296 oo(j 
0pt;on. 

, . NO Opi&ig Eiiid iiiZiiiintEiZX~ COStS !XVC !XG IUII~LLLL- ~0, iAo.nt;f;d f v t-h&f: st~!$i&&& 

Capital costs for separation/extraction are estimated at: design - $500,000; construction 
-~,i~,~; 20 percent contingency _ $94l,~I ti~~biiiij; jiudi~ _ $750,~; storage Of 
product residuals - $300,000; total $7,195,000. The only operating and maintenance costs 

26 



FINAL 

identified for the separation/extraction alternative is that associated with the storage of the 
treatment process wastes not returned to the Pond. Those costs are estimated to be $300,000 
for a temporary storage facility and storage containers. 

__-^ I:-- All of the alternatives wouid be impiemented and compieted -witiiin the XWK WUG 
frame, with a maximum difference of duration of 18 months. Therefore, all costs are in 1991 
dollars. 

- - _.- Modifying Criteria 

The modifying criteria are used in the final evaluation of remedial alternatives. The 
two modifying criteria are state acceptance and community acceptance. For both of these 
criteria, the factors which are considered include the elements of tile alternatives which are 
supported, the elements of the alternatives which are not supported, and the elements of the 
alternatives which have strong opposition. 

State Acceptance 

This assessment evaluates the technical and administrative issues and concerns the state 
may have regarding each of the alternatives. 

The State of Idaho prefers the separation/extraction alternative because it takes the 
contaminants of concern from an uncontrolled situation to a controlled situation. If separation/ 
extraction is implemented, the State prefers that the storage of the residuals be conducted such 
that they can be visually monitored, either directly or indirectly, until their final disposition is 
determined. 

Community Acceptance 

This assessment evaluates the issues and concerns the public may have with each of the 
alternatives. 

Capping was preferred by some citizens due to its lower cost and the possibility of 
improved technologies which may be developed in the near future. Other citizens categorically 
reject capping because it is not a cleanup and wanted the contaminants removed from the 
nnrl:mnnto .zCUI,,I”InLI. 

Stabilization received the least amount of public comment of the alternatives, although 
some citizens did not consider it to be a cleanup. 

Separation/extraction was preferred by those citizens who felt that only by removing 
the contaminants from the sediments could a cleanup be realized, although those same citizens 
expressed concern that no final disposition for the residuals has been determined. Other citizens r . .* _-_1__^ ren mat separation/extraction -was too expe~~s~vr;. 



IX. THE SELECTED REMEDY 

The selected remedy consists of physical separation followed by chemical extraction and 
includes the following steps: excavation, screening, classification, chemical extraction, recovery, 
residuals treatment, storage andior disposal. Die successful iiii@ii~ii~EkTi of the sekdx! 

remedy depends upon the success of the pilot-scale treatability study, a demonstration project. 
If the goals of the pilot-scale project are not met, the Warm Waste Pond sediments will be 
addressed in an amendment to this Record of Decision or in a subsequent final action. The 
pilot-scale demonstration will be a smalier-scale version of the proposed fa4tks -whicl~ -WC be 

used to fine-tune the design of the classification, chemical extraction, and recovery systems. 

First, the sediments must be excavated to be input to the pilot plant. Two excavation 
techniques are being considered: hydraulic and heavy machinery. Hydrauiic excavation consists 
of the use of a water-jetting and suction system. The sediments are excavated using a water 
stream which is sucked into the input side of the screening system. The advantages of hydraulic 
excavation are the lack of dust produced and the fact that the large-grained materials can be left 
in the Pond if the system is adjusted properly. Hydraulic excavation wiii be considered in the 
pilot-scale demonstration project. Heavy machinery excavation is the use of bulldozers, 
backhoes, front-end loaders and other similar equipment to remove the sediments and load them 
into the input side of the screening plant. Either excavation technique, or a combination of the 
two, will be used. 

An average of two feet of sediment will be excavated from the Pond. Field screening 
with portable gamma detecting instruments and/or sampling will be conducted during the 
excavation to ensure that all of the contaminated sediments above the removal criteria are being 
excavated and input to the treatment plant. The removal criteria is based upon risk reduction 
to within the NCP target range. Based upon the preliminary risk evaluation, it is estimated that 
a !~~-, of cesium averaging below 690 pCi/gm in the Pond sediments will adequately reduce the 
potential risks. Therefore, that has been established as the removal criteria. The total volume 
of excavated material will be approximately 20,700 yd3 based on a surface area (including banks) 
of 280,000 ft* and an average depth of 2 feet. The estimated weight of the material, assuming 
di grain sizes are excavated, that Will be input to the screening plant is 44,000 tons with an 
assumed feed rate of 5 tons per hour. 

Screening is the first portion of the treatment plant. The screen plant will separate the 
i~@Z-&XXl material fr0.m the fine-grained .materid Based upon the bench-scale treatability 
study, at least a 60percent volume reduction in contaminated material is expected following 
screening. Water is likely to be used during screening to wash the large-grained materials, as 
well as keep dust to a minimum. The larger material will be returned to the Pond. It is 
estinia’&zd that wet ~GL=~LLB~ yllll aGYLLLaL+ h,,uvV .-..” -_ -----:-I *=*:11 o--n--+- 30 IMfl tnn~ nf!zpe-orain~rl mate~.aJ to be returned o1 D.- ..-- ._.-__ 

to the Pond. 
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It is likely that classification will follow screening to further separate very fine-grained 
material from fine-grained material. Hydrocylones or similar equipment will be used to further 
reduce the volume of material input to the chemical extraction unit. The larger material will be 
returned to the Pond. An additional 20-percent reduction in volume of contaminated material 
is expected following classification, resuiting in i2,OOO tons of very fine-grained maAmrial to be 
input to the chemical extraction system, assumed to be fed at the rate of 1.5 tons per hour. 

The very fine-grained material resulting from the physical separation processes is input 
to the chemical extraction unit. The fine-grained material is mixed witln acid and heid in a tank 
to allow maximum leaching of the contaminants. The strength and type of acid as well as the 
holding time will be evaluated in the treatability studies, but hydrochloric acid or aqua regia (a 
mixture of nitric acid and hydrochloric acid) appear to work most effectively. The extraction 
system is expected to be a two stage system. The chemical extraction process rest&s in two 
products: the waste residuals which are removed from the liquid and an acidic liquid which 
contains the contaminants of concern. The waste residuals will be combined with backtill 
materials and returned to the Pond. The mixture of residuals and backfill materials will meet 
the removal criteria. The Pond will be backfilled to above grade following completion of 
processing of the sediments. 

The acidic liquid is input to the recovery system which removes the contaminants of 
concern. The preferred recovery system is ion exchange, although chemical precipitation or 
filtration may prove more cost effective. Ion exchange produces less sludge than chemical 
precipitation or filtration, but has not proven as efficient in bench-scale tests. The liquid can 
then be recycled and reused in the chemical extraction system. It is likely that the cesium, 
cobalt, and chromium can be removed individually from the acidic liquid. It may be possible 
to treat the cesium and cobalt liquid waste stream at the Idaho Chemical Processing Plant (ICPP) 
at the INEL. The residual would be processed in the residual treatment portion of the treatment 
Pitt. 

The residuals will be tested to determine the radioactive and chemical constituents and 
treated, if necessary, to meet all applicable storage and/or disposal criteria. For example, if the 
Lruluuu... LJ” L.-I.‘. . . -~“‘,+~~‘n q p QPo A-haxardo~us d~ue to le~chino using the TCLP test; they will be treated to D ----- 
reduce the leachability to ensure that all storage and disposal criteria are met. If the residuals 
contain any liquids they will have to be dried. If separate residuals are created by separating 
the cesium, cobalt, and chromium individually, each will be tested and treated as necessary. 

The residuals will then be stored in containers such that they can be visually monitored, 
either directly or indirectly, to verify the integrity of the storage containers until the final 
disposition of the residuals is determined. The disposition of the residuals will be determined . . . ,I .,I CT ‘.I_ n----.4 -c . . no rater man me hAv+wrut: RLZVIU w Decision ~~~-Yz*u _ YW6... . . . .I,V. nnlaA..ln.-l +r\ l..nn;n in ,a&=. The sto>mge 
criteria will be finalized following the pilot-scale treatability study from which the characteristics 
of the waste will be determined. The waste is expected to be low-level radioactive, non-RCRA 
hazardous waste, and if so, the residuals will be stored within a radioactive storage area. The ~ .- r --.I ---r--q- :.. At.?. -^A:-“-+:.. Gel,4 A,,- +,-. expected criteria for seiection or storage con’&uners ano ~VIIUVIS 1s UI~ laUIUnbnYe 1LULU UUI _ 
the residuals and the associated restrictions and requirements. The storage containers likely to 
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be used are concrete boxes, which provide radiological protection and can be stored such that 
the integrity of the containers can be monitored. One of the goals of the pilot study is to 
minimize the amount of waste created. 

Piiot-Scaie Treatabiiity stuciy 

As the proposed remedial alternative is an innovative technology and has not been used 
for the remediation of radiologically-contaminated soils, testing of the processes involved will 
be required. Bench-scale testing has indicated that the required removal efficiency of the 
contaminants of concern can be achieved using a combination of separation and extraction. 
Additional bench-scale testing will be conducted to optimize the extraction efficiency. The pilot 
study is to demonstrate that the processes which have been proven in the laboratory can be 
replicated in a scaled-up processing plant. 

The goals of the pilot study are: 

. Verify the 60+ percent reduction in volume by screening, 
l Evaluate whether an average of 90 percent removal of cesium, cobalt, and 

chromium can be achieved, 
. Maximize the efficiency of the classification process to minimize the amount 

of materials input to the chemical extraction unit, 
. Determine the parameters in the chemical extraction unit which will achieve 

the required removal efficiency while at the same time produce the smallest 
amount of residuals, 

. Minimize the waste produced by the recovery system, 

. Minimize or eliminate any characteristic which makes the waste RCRA 
hazardous, including treatment if necessary, and 

. Provide design information for the remedial action, particularly in the area of 
geometry of components to minimize potential exposure to workers. 

The primary goal of the pilot plant is to demonstrate the removal efficiency of cesium- 
13?, cobait-6q and chromium. Although cobalt-ho presents a potential risk due to the radiation 
field associated with it, its relatively short half-life of 5.3 years effectively eliminates it in the 
future use scenarios beginning in 100 years. A design goal for the cesium-137 removal was 
established based upon reduction of potential risks to within the NCP target range. Backfilling 
of the Pond folioiing the separation!extraction reduces the ris.- _+ __ k dne to external exposure and will 
reduce or eliminate the present potential risk due to inhalation. Based upon these assumptions, 
a preliminary estimate of the cIeanup level for cesium-137 of 1385 pCi/gm would achieve a 
calculated risk of one in 10,000 increased incidence of cancer. Therefore, the pilot study will 
maximize the ceSiLiiPi37 iY,iiiOVd effkkziii;cj;. I% iemOV~!!baCkf;,i! criteria ~S~2h!iSkd 71t E423 

average concentration of 690 pCi/gm would put the estimated calculated risk in the range of one 
in 100,000. Higher removal efficiency will be utilized if possible and the adequacy of the 
interim action as a final action will be assessed in the comprehensive WAG RUFS. 
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X. STATUTORY DETERMINATION 

CERCLA remedy selection is based on the Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization 
Act of 1986 (SARA) and the regulations contained in the National Contingency Plan (NCP). 
SARA requires that the EPA uhhze permanent solutions and alternative treatment technologies 
to the maximum extent practicable. All remedies must meet the threshold criteria established 
in the NCP: protection of human health and the environment and attainment of ARARs. 

Protection of Human Health and the Environment 

As described in Section IX, the selected remedy will eliminate or reduce identified risks 
st the Worm Wade Pnnrl hv ~P&“o the Pnnd rprlimenta in thp extent “P.-PQSRN -_ “._ 1. -... . . I”- _ -..- -, o -.- - -_.- I ---...- ___I -._-_-_ ..--- ~I-, . me reemedy 
will reduce the cumulative carcinogenic risk due primarily to external exposure to within the 104 
to 10m6 range as required by the NCP. Storage and/or disposal of the concentrated residuals will 
meet all applicable acceptance standards. 

Compliance with ARARs 

The selected remedy will comply with the substantive requirements of all ARARs. 
ADAD” ^_^ A:^^..^^^-I :.. P,.,a:-.. XITTT T)RtlRD aI= “IJb”JJcII 111 ~~U”II * 1‘1. 

Cost Effectiveness 

1,.,..~~_,. .*.- --L:...-A-> ---. r-- .L_ __l__.__l -_-__I.. :- LZ_L^_ .L^_ .I.^. c-.. .L^ ^rL^- Annougn UK ew.mlkwxl C”YL ,“I UK SelaLeu IGrrKuy 1s rugura “Liul ulal ,“I LUG “Lllcil 
alternatives, separation/extraction provides a long-term solution that compensates for the 
additional costs by removing the majority of the contaminants of concern and thereby providing 
potentially permanent protection of human health and the environment. It also removes these 
contaminants from the Pond making them unavaiiabie for potential ieaching into the underiying 
soils and groundwater. 

Utilization of Permanent Solutions and Alternative Treatment 
Technologies to the, Maximum Extent Possibie 

The selected remedy meets the statutory requirements to utilize permanent solutions and 
treatment technologies to the maximum extent possible, for this interim action. The Agencies 
prefer a potential permanent solution whenever possible and in the case of the Warm Waste 
Pond, it is possible to meet the objectives of an interim action and provide a potentially 
permanent treatment solution. The selected remedy significantly reduces the volume of 
contaminated material. In addition, it will reduce the volume of contaminants in the Pond 
sediments. Based on the evaluation of the CERCLA remedial alternative criteria, and in 
particular the five balancing criteria, separation/extraction is the clear choice if seeking a long- 
term solution which reduces the toxicity, mobility or volume of the contaminants. The criteria 
which was the determining factor was long-term effectiveness. Utilizing separation/extraction 
will increase the likelihood that no future remedial actions will be required for the Warm Waste 
Pond. 
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Preference for Treatment as a Principal Element 

The statutory preference for treatment that permanently and significantly reduces the 
toxicity, mobility, or volume of hazardous substances as a principal element is met by the use 
of separationiextraction, which provides a permanent reduction in toxicity, mobiiity, and voiunie 
of the contaminated material at the Warm Waste Pond. 

------.__- __-- XI. EXkANATION OF SIC;NI~K~AN’~ DUFEKILNXS 

A significant change from the Proposed Plan set forth in the Record of Decision is the 
elimination of the contingency remedy. In the Proposed Plan, it was stated that if the piiot study 
of the physical separation/chemical extraction was unsuccessful, a contingency remedy, capping, 
would be implemented. Upon reevaluation, it was determined that since the primary purpose 
of a cap is ‘to prevent infiltration of precipitation and that the need for such infiltration 
prevention has not been determined, the need for a cap has not been established. If the need to 
prevent infiltration of precipitation is identified in the perched water RIlFS or the comprehensive 
WAG RI/FS, a cap would be evaluated as an option at that point. As part of the interim action, 
the Pond would be backfilled to above grade, which would reduce the radiation field and 
mitigate the potential for blowing dust. In the event the goals of the pilot-scale project are not 
met, a soil cover will be placed over the Warm Waste Pond to reduce the radiation field and 
mitigate the potential for blowing dust. 

Another change from the Proposed Plan is the possibility of shipping the cesium and 
cobalt residual for treatment at the ICPP which is located at the INEL.. This option had not 
been considered in the Proposed Plan, but was suggested by a commentor at a public meeting. 
The treatability studies will determine if the use of ICPP for treatment is possible and cost 
effective. 
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RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY 

Overview 

The sediments of the Warm Waste Pond at the Test Reactor h&i (3M.j aie the fii%t 

operable unit to be addressed through a Record of Decision at the Idaho National Engineering 
Laboratory (INEL). A Proposed Plan was released on July 25, 1991 with a public comment 
period from July 29 to August 28, 1991. The Proposed Plan recommended a combination of 
physical separation and chemical extraction to remove cesium-37 and cobalt-69 from the Pond 
sediments. 

Nearly all of the comments were verbal comments received at the public meetings held 
at five locations around the State of Idaho. Only fifteen sets of written comments were received 
from 10 individuals. 

In general, there were two predominant public opinions on the preferred alternative as 
described in the Proposed Plan; it was too expensive or it was the best alternative of the 
alternatives presented. Those who felt the preferred alternative was too expensive usually 
expressed concern that a large sum of money was being spent to reduce potential risks which 
did not reflect the actual risks posed by the Pond. Many felt capping, the least expensive 
alternative, should be the implemented action. The other predominant reasoning was that of the 
alternatives evaluated in the Proposed Plan, only the preferred alternative was actually a 
“cleanup,” given that each of the other alternatives leaves the contaminants in the ground. 

Other issues raised were: adequacy of characterization data; operations at TRA, the 
continued use of the Pond; adequacy of the risk assessment process; remedial alternatives; ability 
to implement the proposed action and disposition of the residual created; research of remedial 
of technologies; degree of oversight of DOE and its contractors in performing the remedial 
action; community relations; and NEPA. 

Background on Community Involvement 

A series of five public informational meetings were held in late June 1991 to explain 
how the CERCLA process works and to introduce the Warm Waste Pond cleanup project to the 
public. These informational meetings were announced via the INEL Reporter newsletter, 

A -Air. -A ~=*i~-m*ntc nc*wspaper an” 1_1” --\ anrl m TNFI. nww relp~!qel Phone calls were made to key “1uur...r...“, . ...” . . --.I- r _--- --- 
individuals, environmental groups, and organizations by the INEL field offices in Pocatello, 
Twin Falls, and Boise. The Community Relations Plan Coordinator made calls to key 
individuals in Idaho Falls and Moscow. Each of the meetings were videotaped. 

The Notice of Availability for the Proposed Plan was published July 28, 1991 in the 
Post Register (Idaho Falls), Idaho State Journal (Pocatello), Times News (Twin Falls), Idaho 
Statesman (Boise), and Idahoan (Moscow). A similar newspaper advertisement appeared in the 

__..I :-- .L^ -..L,L - same newspapers the foliowing week rep~uug LIIC: PUUIIG meeting i~tio~s and times. Personal 
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phone calls as noted above were made to inform key individuals and groups about the comment 
opportunity. 

The Proposed Plan for the interim action of the TRA Warm Waste Pond sediments was 
mailed to the public on July 26, 1991. The Proposed Plan was mailed to 2,100 individuals on 
the INEL mailing list with a cover letter from the Director of the Environmental Restoration 
Division of the DOE Field Office, Idaho urging citizens to comment on the Plan and to attend 
oublic meetings. Copies of the Plan and the administrative record are available to the public in 
six regional INEL information repositories: INEL Technical Library in Idaho Falls; and city 
libraries in Idaho Falls, Pocatello, Twin Falls, Boise, and Moscow. The Administrative Record 
tile for the Warm Waste Pond Sediments Interim Action was placed in the information 
renositnries s&inns or at the reference desk in each of the libraries on July 26; 1991. --r--------- 

The public comment period was held from July 29, 1991 to August 28, 1991. No 
extension requests were made. Public meetings were held on August 7, 8, 13, 14, and 15, 1991 
in Trllhn Frill. Pnr.ts=lln Twin Fallc R&w onrl &xgw yp_ywctivdv At the mc=&invs in . . . _......” & . ...“. _“” I.--- “, * .I_.. *-_“, ---“-, -.- r---- . --J . ._- . ..- ..------.D~ _.- 
Idaho Falls and Pocatello, representatives from DOE, EPA and IDHW discussed the project, 
answered questions, and received public comments. At the meetings in Twin Falls, Boise, and 
Moscow, DOE and IDHW were represented. Verbatim transcripts were prepared by a court 
mnnrtnr nf n-rk Tw,kl;r mnnt;nn Each ..,,,a ~a.n~~~,4 ,,n ~nA;n +~,,,a -nrl the Twin l&11. ~nrl Rniw. Aq,“‘LII “1 L..unI pa”“” ‘n...w”‘.6. -“&. ,.-” lMl”l”ly “.& u”yl” -y” ...I” . . . * .,&.. * ..&.” . . . -.,-“- 

meetings were videotaped as well. Written comment forms were distributed at each of the 
meetings. 

Comments and questions raised during the Warm Waste Pond interim action public 
comment period on the Proposed Plan are summarized briefly below. The comment period was I--.> c~~-~.. T~~*-~ en I. .~~-~~-1 11” II\cII m,--.. - .._^. I___^ . .._ -_ ^- _...^ -...I ^. .L- -..L*:?. -^^L:-- ntxu ‘r”m July “I LO “lugusr ‘0, IYYI. Marly (IWSL’““” WG,F aulSWG~c4J ar LIIG yu”lK III~UII~ 
as reflected in the transcripts in Appendix A. Comments and questions on a variety of subjects 
not specific to the Warm Waste Pond were recorded Those subjects included nuclear arms 
production, dose reconstruction, diversion of cleanup funds, references to unrelated documents, 
etc., and are not responded to in this Responsiveness Summary. Additional information on tlnese 
unrelated subjects can be obtained from the INEL Public Affairs Office in Idaho Falls or at the 
local INEL offices in Pocatello, Twin Falls, and Boise. The questions on the Warm Waste Pond 
not addressed at the meetings, and comments, are categorized below. 

Characterization Data 

Many questions at the public meetings concerned the characterization data, including 
monitoring, geological and hydrogeological information used as the basis for the proposed 
action. Unless specifically addressed below, that information is available in the administrative 
record report. 
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1. Two commentors expressed concern that the analyses for radionuclides was incomplete. 

Resoonse: A standard set of radiological analyses were conducted on the Pond 
sediments, including I-129, Pu-238, Pu-239! and Pu-240. The I-129 analysis was not 
discussed in the Proposed Plan, but averages approximately 0.3 pCi/gm, and does not 
pose an unacceptable risk. 

2. One wmmentor felt that the Warm Waste Pond as an operable unit allowed for 
inadequate characterization or confused the public concerning the number of sites at 
TRA. 

There are thirteen ommhle units at TRA encompassing 49 sites. -r------- All of the operable 
units will be, or are being, evaluated as described in the FFA/CO, which also includes 
a description of the breakout of the Warm Waste Pond as an operable unit. Other 
operable units include the MTR canal, the Retention Basin and associated piping, and 
the rrprrhd wa+c=r . ..- =-.-..- . . . .._. 

Operations at Test Reactor Area 

3. hXon.* ,.nmmentnro txt tkn rllvrnnt llPP nf thm Pnnrl iE inwmmnri~+,= ifnn, ill.=o.l 2"li "'a,,, .,"n~.,nn~LL,"I., IWLL UI" ""II"..L "I" "1 .1&" A ".." II . . . . yr'yy . . . . ", 1- ..-. ---a-, -.- 

were concerned with the effects of leaching contaminants, perched water, and fugitive 
dust. 

la,..--...,.. ‘PI.,. ..I^ -+-+I.,. ,,,^..... ,,,,.-t- D,.“A x.,,,, ” ,.., “.,” .“-, +I..=. I,,..,. ““,I r,3n,,,c,tir\no RGJ”“IIJG. 111G uwz “I LUG ..al,,, I.LLJLb I “ll” 11a.J CuwaJr lllL4 bur Ian.7 a.nLl ‘“~“AUUVUY 

in effect at the time, including its use at the present time. Most of the contaminants in 
the Pond sediments are the result of past disposal practices, not current discharges. 
The volume and levels of contaminants in the wastewater have decreased over 90 
perceni in ihe iasi lo-i&j yes. “.L_ . .._..._..._ I__ >:__I-_--_ _I I.. .L^ “--A ^^ . ..^ II “I .t.^ I‘K WasLwvaltx ummiilgw L” Llkrj r”‘I”, as WCLL aa LllEi 
sediments in the Pond, are not hazardous as defined by RCRA. The contaminants 
present in the sediments are largely insoluble and are not easily leached. Information 
from investigations show that the more soluble contaminants have migrated to layers 
beiow ine ponds into the perched water and the aquifer. The water dischargeci to the 
Pond contributes to the perched water system. The impact of the perched water system 
on the Snake River Plain Aquifer, is currently being evaluated in an RI/FS. The Warm 
Waste Pond is scheduled to be replaced by a lined evaporation pond in 1992, and 
therefore for all of the alternatives the potential leaching of contaminants wouid be 
reduced. An acrylic-copolymer dust suppressant has been sprayed on the Pond to 
reduce fugitive dust and will be reapplied as necessary. 

4. Three wmmentors expressed concern that the lined evaporation pond which will replace 
the Warm Waste Pond could leak or asked about the cost and/or schedule for the new 
pond. 

Resuonse: The proposed action addresses cleanup of the sediments which may pose a 
threat to workers/visitors due to the radiological hazard primarily from cesium and 



cobalt. The elimination of future discharges to the Pond is being evaluated in the 
perched water RIIFS. The new lined evaporation pond is subject to operating and 
regulatory requirements which are beyond the scope of this document. Information on 
subjects like the new evaporation pond can be directed to the INEL Public Affairs 
Office. 

Riik Assessment 

Many commentors had questions or wncems regarding risk assessments. 

5. Many commentors felt that the preliminary risk assessment process is flawed and the 
wemrin~ cwah~~td WPW innnnrnnriate~ in that inrtitntional mntmls were adeouate tn ___.. -_-_ -. ---__- ___ __.- ==.-=.. -._ , ..-. ..._.~ ~-.~- ..~~.~.~_ ...~-l.~.~~- ~~ 
prevent the calculated estimated risk. 

Resuonse: National risk assessment guidance was used for the evaluation of risks to 
hnmon hm,lth cad the r=n,rirnnm~nt . . . . . . . . ..-... . . ..- . ..- -.. ,Al” . . . . . ., . . . . meis o&l.nr,= andi,=. +r, all nnhlirlv nr nrivatdv O”.--.-I l~r---” -- --r ------, -- r --.- ---, 
owned facilities. As is often the case, there are a wide variety of opinions on the 
degree of risk which is acceptable and the scenarios which should be evaluated to 
determine that risk. Institutional controls are not included in the evaluation as they may 
. . ..t ,,nt:n...+ :nAnGn:+,4., l7.n +.r,4:m;n.,*r viol, n.ral..Q+ir\n rr\n.;rl.xm.-l .n.mr.Dl nrP”nrinn ll”L ti”IIUIIUC IrrunurlbrLJ. l,,b p”“,Ln’.nuL, 11QR I.‘.LYLLLI”,I ““,,YI”“Ib., --“AC.. IM...LL”Y 
to assess the potential threat to human health and the environment. 

6. Several comments concerned the interpretation of the risk assessment of the interim 
a&Or, 

Resoonse: The results of the preliminary risk evaluation for the interim action, which 
is in the administrative record, are summarized in Section VI of the Decision Summary r . . or tn,S Rword oiDecision. rnl~- ANT-.-- -----?-.-~ --~:.3. --~.----l -..--_..-_ ._ --_1:_.:-- I nc ASKS assuwitw WILIL eauxniil wqwsurc: w ~auauvu, 
and inhalation and ingestion of contaminated soil were evaluated. The risks due to 
ingestion of contaminated water below the Pond will be evaluated in the perched water 
RIIFS. The uncertainties associated with the risk evaluation process are addressed in 
tile preiiminary risk evaluation report. The target treatment ievei estabiished for ihe 
pilot study, when implemented in the remedial action, will reduce all of the identified 
risks to within the target risk range. 

Remedial Alternatives 

7. Concerns were raised that not all appropriate technologies were considered, particularly 
vitrification. 

Resuonse: For an interim action, it is sufficient to select a remedial technology which 
reduces the present potential risk and therefore, the evaluation of only one remedial 
alternative may be adequate. In this case, EPA guidance documents (which are in the 
administrative record) were consulted to determine the technologies most appropriate 
for the cleanup of radiologically contaminated soils. Only two technologies had been 
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used to “cleanup” radiologically-contaminated soils, capping and land encapsulation. 
Capping was further evaluated; land encapsulation was not, due to the large volume of 
material which would have to be removed, transported, stored, and/or disposed. 
Technologies which had been field demonstrated with radioactive material, but have not 
been used to remediate radiologically-contaminated soils, are stabilization or 
solidification, vitrification, chemical extraction and physical separation. All of these 
were further considered for the Warm Waste pond except vitrification, which has only 
been demonstrated on much smaller-scale projects and would be much more expensive 
than the other alternatives evaluated. The no action alternative was also evaluated. 

8. Several commentors felt capping was not “cleanup”; others felt it was the most cost 
effective alternative; 

Resnonse: Capping is described in Section VII of the Decision Summary. Based upon 
the potential risks which must be reduced, capping is appropriate as an interim action 
because it rp&cp~ the r;.sk due to e&ma! pannw,re nnd r~hc.s the mobi1it.v of the r----- -.- __--___ , -- ---- 
contaminants. However, since the contaminants are left in place and therefore not 
“cleaned up”, the potential for future problems exists. In some cases, that potential risk 
would be low enough such that capping would be an adequate remedy. For example, 
;f nn1.r mk~l+LO ..,a_ ;n the D,nnA .s=A;m~n+. 11 VU’, IVY-L “V I,“*” 11. b..” A V..” -I... “...“, .&bn 2 5.3 ,IPQT hnlf lif,= it wn,,lA d,=mv ,- ..-. ----, -. ..““&” ----, 

significantly in 100 years and would therefore not be a problem in that future use 
scenario. Cesium-137 has a half life of 30.2 years and would not decay quickly enough 
to be eliminated as a long-term future risk. Therefore, the Pond sediments would have 
l . a.^ ^Arl,.~““.4 :.. “..-*I..%- r.%...eA:“l ,,.+:,.n “+ n ,n+nr ,&dn GE nom.:nn :r ;mn,nmnntnrl ;n 
L” “C LL”UI~J2L.w 111 suI”LLLsA kc-IIIW‘(u abII”II c&I a 1cnLbl U-L” 11 Myp”6 LY ‘n~‘p”.~.w~LCU AU 

this interim action. Regardless of the alternative selected, the need for monitoring the 
groundwater will be evaluated in the perched water RIIFS. 

9. 1 I-~.-~ *--- t-l. -.-L:,:-_L_- . ..__ z--------z-.- I_ .I-^ ^1^^-..- -c .I-^ ,1,^-- many COiiiiiieiiwrs ltxb staou~~a~w~~ was ~rrayy~vpar~ LU LOG uwrup VI uw vvauu 
Waste Pond or questioned whether it provided less exposure to workers during 
implementation. 

Resoonse: Stabiiizaiion is described in Section Vii of the Decision Summruy. 
Stabilization immobilizes the contaminants and, when backfilled, reduces all of the 
identified potential risks. Two problems identified by commentors were the long-term 
effectiveness and interference with future remedies. Both are legitimate concerns. As 
pointed out in the above response, if oniy short-iived radionuciides were invoived, the 
expected permanence of the stabilized mass would be adequate. With the longer-lived 
radionuclides, this becomes more of a concern. Of course, the stabilized mass could 
make future remedial efforts difficult and more expensive. Stabilizing, then removing 
the sediment would involve an excessive volume of material. It is for those reasons 
that the Agencies did not select stabilization as the preferred or contingent remedy. 
Whichever alternative was selected, the same degree of worker protection and radiation 
exposure minimization would be incorporated into the design. 
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Selected Remedy 

10. Several questions and comments focused on the implementability and cost of 
separation/extraction9 the treatability study, and the contingency remedy. 

Resnonq: As described in Response 7 above, capping and land encapsulation are the 
only remedies which have been used to remediate radiologically-contaminated soils. 
The Agencies preferred a remedy which removed the contaminants and thereby 
permanently reduce the risks associated with the Warm Waste Pond. Physical 
separation and chemical extraction provide that removal. While the initial capital costs 
of separation/extraction are higher than the other alternatives (as described in Sections 
VII and VIII of the Decision Summary; the long term costs are likely to be lower due 
to lack of maintenance costs or cost associated with another remedial action. Although 
the Warm Waste Pond remediation would be the first use of separation/extraction 
technologies in remediating a radiologically-contaminated Superfund site, the 
+erhnntn&=r OK= both common!y used in the mining indus$~: The main difference .- . . . . “A.,o-l” I- 1 
between this application and in mining are the target radionuclides. Cesium is not 
mined and therefore has not been evaluated for this technology. A bench-scale 
treatability study (in administrative record) indicates that the desirable cleanup levels 
nm” Irea nnki~.mA -aI, “C ab,,11”.-. ,A. klnt nt..A.r in rnmnird tn PI~CIIVP thst the r~oe nf c-nnt&gsjn~q& xnmd_ y‘s”. mu.., I” .l”..- .- _..“.._., I._. .._- - .D- -_ -- 

sediment types found in the Warm Waste Pond can be successfully remediated and is 
included in the cost estimate. Following the Record of Decision, further treatability 
studies will begin and will be performed by DOE contractors. The treatability studies 

-I-“-Al-^A . . Xe ucx,~~ucu iii SCCtiOn IX 01 ukr YCII~IVI~ umanLanaJ. F +t.n nm4r:s.n C.,mm~,..r The material retnmed to the 
Pond and the residuals will be tested to ensure the cleanup standards are being met. 
If successful, the technology developed for the remcdiation of the Warm Waste Pond 
will be applicable to many sites at the INEL and across the nation. The equipment will 

. . ^^I I-^ .a:- “..&,,.A ̂..A ..,. .“,a “, ,.+I.-” nnlz . oe uesigiieu ~0 ue iiiO&iiX SO ikit ir mu w.7 olBmrurur;u a8lu IL&J- at VUI~~L uVy s:tes. 
The remedial design will be included in the administrative record upon completion. 
The contingency remedy was omitted as described in the Explanation of Significant 
Differences on Page 32. 

11. Many concerns were raised on the storage of the residuals crested by the 
separation/extraction process. One commentor asked if the ICPP could process the 
residuals. 

Resnonse: Until the treatability studies described in Section IX of the Decision 
Summary are completed, the type and quantity of waste generated can only be 
estimated. However, it is expected that less than 200 cubic yards of low-level 
radioactive waste will be generated. The sediment in the Pond is not RCRA hazardous. 
If the metals are concentrated enough by the separation/extraction process so that they 
leach using the Toxicity Leaching Characteristic Procedure (TCLP) in amounts 
sufficient to be above the RCRA limits, the residual will be treated to reduce the 
leachability to acceptable levels. Therefore, no RCRA hazardous or mixed waste is 
likely to be generated. The State has stipulated that the residuals be stored such that 
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they can be visually monitored until the final disposition of the waste has been 
determined. The final disposition of the residuals must be determined prior to or in the 
WAG-wide Record of Decision. Therefore, at this time the residuals will be stored in 
containers in a controlled manner at or near the site of the Warm Waste Pond. Final 
disposition of the residuals will be determined at a later date with State concurrence. 
If necessary, transportation of the residuals will be in compliance with all INEL and 
DOT requirements, which base the packaging, labelling, etc.. . on the type and degree 
of hazard posed by the shipment. The ability and cost effectiveness of the ICPP to 
process the product residual will be evaluated m the pilot study. 

Research Applications 

12. Concerns and questions arose about research in waste management and remedial 
technologies and their applicability to INEL. 

p.esc~ns~: Rewawh haq alwav~ hwn n mainr nart of the TNET.‘s mission. and in recent -.----._ ..“” - ..-,” ___.. ” ...-~“- r-- _- _.._ -- .-- - ~~~~--~.~~I ..~~~~ 
years research in waste management and remedial technologies has expanded. 
Technologies which involve treatment are preferred under CERCLA, although cleanup 
is not delayed until new technologies are developed. Testing of a technology may be 
now+ r\Cthc. mmdiol A~ninn nr rm-ne-li~l s-tinn IC ic the FQEP in this RPP~TCI nf lX=ri$nn y&u, “1 ,,,L. I.,IIIcuI‘&. Y”l’b,L “* A .,...-.... . . . ...“... ..” &” . ..- --“- -_. . .._” _.---_- -_ - ------... 
Although not a consideration in the selection of the remedial alternative for the Warm 
Waste Pond, proving the use of separation/extraction as a remedial alternative for 
radiologically contaminated soils will make it a more viable option for future remedial 
n-r:,.... ..^,:^“...:Ar. ~m...,.ta rlnnn.... . ..&lrnA(o mu., I.0 ..+i,;.,~,, ..,hn,.n thn ho-,.,w,a ,,,,.M, Pt,L‘“,,3 ,IaLI”IIwIuc. I,C,,,“W rlwruy ,,,C,,L\NII “x&J “1 YLllllllu .,IBVLW 1.1” ..-“I yv- 
by the site make it more efficient. 

Agency Involvement 

13. Several commentors felt the identification of sites, prioritization of cleat~ups, 
coordination of activities, and the standards set for cleanups were unclear. 

Resoonse: Environmental restoration at the INEL and most other DOF facilities is 
conducted under agreements with state and federal agencies. At the INEL, this 
agreement was the Consent Order/Compliance Agreement (COCA) with the EPA. 
Following public comment, the FFAlCO will supersede the COCA, thereby giving the 
State of Idaho and EPA equal say in estabiis’hing environmental restoration priorities 
at the INEL. Coordination among DOE facilities is managed by DOE Headquarters. 
As new sites are identified, through process knowledge, employee interviews, or field 
detection, they are prioritized by the Agencies. All cleanups must meet federal and 
state requirements, which require sites which present an unacceptable risk to be 
evaluated using the nine CERCLA criteria and cleaned up. Other CERCLA 
requirements include a timetable for remedial activities following a ROD and 
community relations activities. 
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14. Several commentors felt that DOE and/or EG&G should not be responsible for cleaning 
up sites which it had contaminated. 

Resoonse: As a result of inclusion on the National Priorities List (NPL), the INEL 
must foilow the requirements of CERCLA, iiie Superfund iaw. CERCLA has ckx 
requirements for characterization, risk assessment, remedial technology selection, and 
community involvement. DOE, with the State of Idaho and EPA oversight, will 
proceed with characterization and cleanup of the INEL following the requirements of CEKCLA. 

Community Relations 

Several commentors felt that the meetings were poorly attended because of inadequate 
media coverage or notice, the Proposed Plan was inadequate, or that comments may not 
impact the decision process anyway. 

Resnonse: Community relations activities, including newspaper, radio, and television 
advertisements and stories are described in Section III of the Decision Summary and 
Section 2 of this Responsiveness Summary. Since no extension of the public comment 
period was requested, it appears adequate time was allowed for comments. Local 
television and radio stations were notified of each meeting in advance. Written 
comment forms were available at each public meeting and written comments were 
encouraged at the meetings, in the Proposed Plan, and in the cover letter. All 
comments, verbal or written, and all unanswered questions pertaining to the Warm 
Waste Pond are addressed in this Responsiveness Summary. The transcripts of each 
meeting and copies of each written comment are in the Information Repositories. 
Comments are indexed to the number of the response which addresses them in the 
Responsiveness Summary. An example of the positive impact of public comment in the 
decision process for this Record of Decision was the incorporation of the suggestion 
that the ICPP be evaluated for treatment of the extracted contaminants. The Proposed 
Plan is not meant to be an all-encompassing document, but rather a concise summary 
of the preferred alternative and the information leading to its recommendation. 

Several commentors questioned whether NEPA requirements were being met by the 
interim action. 

Resuonse: This Record of Decision addresses CERCLA requirements. The 
requirements of NEPA for this action are being evaluated separately. 
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